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Remarks/Arguments: 

Claims 1-5, 7-10, 12-16 and 28 are pending. Claims 1-5, 7-10, 12-16 and 28 stand 
rejected. 

Applicants wish to thank the Examiner for the courtesy extended to applicants' 
represented during the telephone interview of August 19, 2003. During that interview, the 
independent claims and the application of applicants' figures la and lb and the Haefling 
reference were discussed. It was agreed that neither of these references disclose nor suggest 
that the polymer coating is disposed over at least a portion of a non-polymeric surface of the 
conical portion of the orifice. 

Rejections Under 35 U,S.C. Section loafa) 

The Office Action at page 2, paragraph 3 sets forth "claims 1-5, 7-9, 12-16, and 28 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Applicant's admitted prior art 
(figure la and lb), and further in view of Haefling et al (US '854)." Applicant's respectfully 
submit that this rejection is overcome by the amendments to the claims for the reasons set 
forth below. 

Applicant's invention, as recited in claim (as amended), includes features which are 
neither disclosed nor suggested by the cited prior art, namely: 

...an orifice extending along a longitudinal axis of the body and the working tip 
and having a conical portion adjacent the working tip... 

...a polymer coating disposed over at least a portion of a non-polymeric surface of 
the conical portion of the orifice. (Emphasis added) 

These features are described in applicants' specification, for example, at page 4, line 10 through 
page 5, line 30. 

According to claim 1, the bonding tool has an orifice which extends along the 
longitudinal axis of the body and the working tip, and has a conical portion adjacent the 
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working tip. Additionally, the polymer coating is disposed over at least a portion of a non- 
polymeric surface of the conical portion of the orifice. 

The prior art of figure la and lb is relied upon as "[disclosing] a bonding tool for 
bonding a wire to a substrate having an orifice extending along a longitudinal axis of the body 
and the working tip and having a conical portion adjacent the working tip." Office Action at 
page 3. It is readily acknowledged that figures la and lb "fails to teach an orifice along a 
longitudinal body, a polymer, non-conductive, coating disposed over at least a portion of the 
surface of the orifice." Haefling is relied upon as "[disclosing] an orifice along a longitudinal 
body, a polymer, non-conductive, coating disposed over at least a portion of the surface of the 
orifice...." Neither Haefling nor figures la and lb disclose or suggest, however, that the 
polymer coating is disposed over at least a portion of a non-polymeric surface of the conical 
portion of the orifice. 



In contrast, applicants' invention, as recited in amended claim 1, requires that the 
polymer coating be disposed over at least a portion of a non-polymeric surface of the conical 
portion of the orifice. 



It is because applicants have included the feature of disposing a polymer coating over at 
least a portion of a non-polymeric surface of the conical portion of the orifice, that applicants 
are able to reduce the build up of contamination and thereby increase the wear limits of the 
bonding tool. Neither the prior of figures la and lb nor Haefling achieve this advantage 
because neither of these references have an oriflce extending along the longitudinal axis of the 
body of the bonding tool where the polymer coating is disposed over at least a portion of a non- 
polymeric surface of a conical portion of the oriflce. 

For the reasons set forth above, claim 1 is neither disclosed nor suggested by figures la 
and/or lb and Haefling and, thus, is likewise not subject to rejection under 35 U.S.C. Section 
103(a) as being unpatentable over the prior art of figures la and lb and further in view of 
Haefling. Accordingly, applicant's respectfully request that the rejection of claim 1 be 
withdrawn and the claim allowed. 
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Although not identical, claims 8 and 28 recite features similar to those of claim 1 and, 
thus, are likewise not subject to rejection for at least the reasons set forth above with respect to 
claim 1. 

Claims 2-5, 7, 9, and 12-16 depend upon claim 1 and, thus, are lil<ewise not subject 
rejection for at least the reasons set forth above with respect to claim 1, 



Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. Section 103fa^ 



Claim 10 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. Section 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
prior art of figures la and lb and further in view of Hadar et al (US 6,171,456). Applicants 
respectfully submit that this rejection is overcome by the amendments to the claims for the 
reasons set forth below. 



Hadar is relied upon as "[disclosing] a bonding tool having a body, working tip, and an 
orifice. The orifice has a coating disposed on the surface thereof, and that the coating is about 
2 microns thick." Office Action at page 4, paragraph 4. Hadar does not disclose nor suggest, 
however, that the polymer coating disclosed over at least a portion of a non-polymeric surface 
of the conical portion of the orifice. Accordingly, applicants respectfully submit that the 
rejection of claim 10 as being unpatentable over the prior art of figures la and lb and further in 
view of Hadar et al. should be withdrawn and the claim allowed. 
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In view of the amendments and remarks set forth above, applicant's respectfully submit 
that this application is in condition for allowance which action is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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